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TOPICAL RESPONSE NO. 1 
 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE USE OF ALAN ROAD AS THE ACCESS 
TO THE PROJECT SITE 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report, Veronica Meadows Specific Plan 

City of Santa Barbara 
 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Numerous residents of the Alan Road neighborhood, located south of the project site, provided 
comments on the Draft EIR, focusing on the potential for Alan Road to be used as the sole access 
to the site instead of the bridge from Las Positas Road.  
 
Under the proposed project, vehicular access to the project site would be provided by a new bridge 
across Arroyo Burro Creek. A stop sign would be provided on the access road; no controls would be 
provided on Las Positas Road, a state highway (Route 225).  A stop light intersection would not be 
warranted by the project under Caltrans standards. Caltrans has indicated that Route 225 would be 
relinquished to the City in the near future, and upon relinquishment, the City has the discretion to 
install a stop light intersection at the bridge location.  
 
Access to two lots would occur at the existing end of Alan Road. No regular through vehicle access 
would be provided to the project site from Alan Road. A paved bike path would extend from Las 
Positas Road to Alan Road through the project site, providing bike and pedestrian access between 
the existing the new development, Elings Park, and the Alan Road neighborhood. The paved bike 
path could also be used for emergency vehicular access or neighborhood evacuation in the event of 
an emergency condition that blocks regular vehicular access routes.  
 
Section 4.5 of the EIR contains a description of the “Alternative Site Access,” which has been 
retitled the “Alan Road Access Alternative” in the Final EIR for clarity. Under this alternative, the 
sole access to the project site would be from Alan Road. Lots 1 and 2 at the south end of project site 
would be reconfigured to provide a vehicular connection from the development to Alan Road. The 
rest of the project layout would remain the same, except that the entire internal roadway system for 
the project would be established as a public road. The bridge over Arroyo Burro Creek and 
intersection with Las Positas Road would not be constructed and associated impacts would be 
avoided.  
 
As noted in the EIR, the Alan Road Access Alternative is feasible and would be consistent with City 
Circulation Element policies and transportation planning criteria that encourage increasing road 
connections to improve mobility. However, this alternative would involve several adverse 
environmental impacts and raises neighborhood concerns.  These issues are described in more detail 
below to clarify the discussion in previously included in the Draft EIR. 
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2. ISSUES RAISED IN THE COMMENT LETTERS 
 
The primary comments related to the Alan Road Access Alternative from the nearby residents are 
summarized below: 
 
Comment No. 1. Because Alan Road is a dead end street, the number of vehicles traveling along 
the street is typically very low. This condition makes the Alan Road neighborhood very quiet and 
safe for children. Providing access to the project site from Alan Road would increase the traffic 
volume (and possibly increase speeds), degrading the quiet and safe conditions along the road. 
 
Comment No. 2.  In 1972, the City Council adopted Resolution 7528 that closed Alan Road to 
through traffic indefinitely. The Resolution recognized the following factors in the deliberations: 
 

 That Alan Road was open to through traffic at one time, when there was a bridge across the 
creek providing access to the project site; however, at the time of the resolution, this through 
access had been closed for 15 years with no inconvenience to motorists. 

 
 That Alan Road, as a residential street, has parking on both sides of the street and children 

are commonly playing or riding in the street. Increasing traffic could create a “danger” for 
residents. 

 
 That a secondary north-south thoroughfare is not considered necessary because of the 

presence of Las Positas Road. 
 
The Alan Road residents petitioned the City in 1972 for Resolution 7528. Current residents have 
continually expressed opposition to the use of Alan Road as either the primary entrance for the 
project, or as a secondary connection to Las Positas Road through the project site. 
 
Comment No. 3.  The streets in the Alan Road neighborhood are often congested on summer 
weekends due to overflow parking associated with Arroyo Burro County Beach Park. Many cars are 
parked along the street, which cause an inconvenience and nuisance to residents. Providing access to 
the project site from Alan Road would contribute more traffic to Alan Road on the weekends when 
beach-associated traffic and parking cause existing impacts. 
 
Comment No. 4.  The Cliff Drive/Las Positas Road intersection currently operates at a Level of 
Service “F” during AM and PM peak hours.  Providing access to the project site from Alan Road 
would increase the traffic volumes at this intersection, worsening the current congestion. Residents 
have also expressed concern that use of Alan Road for the project site access could adversely affect 
the Alan Road/Cliff Drive intersection.  
 
Comment No. 5.  There is no requirement by the City Fire Department to provide secondary 
access from Alan Road. The Department has indicated that access from the bridge at Las Positas 
Road would meet their requirements.  
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3.  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE 
 
Neighborhood Compatibility 
 
The increased traffic along Alan Road would cause a perceptible change in the quality of life for 
residents because there would be more vehicles on the road each day. It is likely that vehicles speeds 
would also be higher because the road would be a through street, rather than a dead end. While the 
design and physical condition of the road would accommodate this additional traffic, the additional 
traffic could result in a slightly greater potential for vehicle conflicts and accidents that may occur on 
residential roads.  
 
The additional traffic would also slightly increase long-term noise and vehicular emissions in the 
Alan Road neighborhood. These impacts would not exceed any noise or air quality impact 
significance thresholds due to the relatively low number of additional vehicles; however, the 
additional noise and emissions would be perceptible to many  residents compared to current 
conditions.  No CEQA or City impact significance thresholds related to land use would be 
exceeded.  
 
Creating an access to the project site from Alan Road could alter the residents’ perception of the 
neighborhood character – changing it from a quiet cul-de-sac with older homes to a through-street 
to a larger and more expensive residential development at the north end of the road.  
 
Based on a consideration of all the above factors, the Alan Road Access Alternative would result in 
an adverse, but not significant (Class III) environmental impact on the Alan Road neighborhood, 
adversely affecting the quality of life of the residents. The issue of neighborhood compatibility 
associated with this alternative would be considered by City decision-makers in determining the 
merits of the proposed project and alternatives.  
 
Applicability of 1972 Resolution 
 
The 1972 Resolution does not address the potential to extend Alan Road to the north for access to 
new development, including the proposed project or other similar projects considered in the past for 
this site. The Resolution only addresses through traffic from Las Positas Road to Alan Road.  As 
such, the Resolution does not directly conflict with the Alan Road Access Alternative (Section 4.5). 
The 1972 Resolution by City Council does not preclude this alternative. The City Council has the 
option, at any time and after public hearings and findings, to modify or revoke a resolution of a 
prior Council. 
 
Traffic Issues 
 
The Alan Road Access Alternative would add 230 trips per day (on average) to Alan Road associated 
with residents at the project site. These trips would be in addition to the current the average daily 
traffic on Alan Road of about 1,400 vehicles north of Cliff Drive and about 300 vehicles per day 
north of Vista del Mar. The additional traffic on Alan Road would not constitute a significant impact 
based on road capacity and operational criteria because the road, even with parking on both sides, 
has sufficient width and site distance to accommodate the additional traffic.  
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The Alan Road/Cliff Drive intersection operates at LOS A-B during peak AM and PM hours. This 
alternative would add 18 additional trips during the AM, and 25 additional trips in the PM. These 
additional trips would not reduce the LOS at the Alan Road/Cliff Drive intersection or substantially 
affect intersection operations.  
 
This alternative would increase AM and PM peak trips at the Las Positas Road/Cliff Drive 
intersection, which currently operates at LOS “F.” These additional trips would exceed the City’s 
significance threshold, and create a significant impact. This impact would persist until such time that 
the City constructed the planned roundabout at the intersection. At that time, the intersection would 
operate at LOS A-B, either with the proposed project or with the Alan Road Access Alternative. 
The City has programmed funds for this intersection improvement, and has indicated its intention to 
construct the improvement upon relinquishment of Route 225 from Caltrans. The intersection 
improvements are expected to occur by 2008. The EIR includes a cumulative impact mitigation 
measure in which the applicant would provide a fair share funding of this intersection improvement.  
 
Beneficial Impact that Would Not be Realized  
 
The Alan Road Access Alternative would forego the following beneficial impact associated with the 
proposed project with the bridge access from Las Positas Road: providing new pedestrian and 
bicycle coastal access from Las Positas Road and Elings Park. However, this alternative could be 
modified to include a pedestrian/bike bridge over Arroyo Burro Creek, thereby achieving this 
beneficial circulation element in another manner. 
 
Significant Impacts that Would be Avoided  
 
The Alan Road Access Alternative would avoid the significant impact (Class I) of the proposed 
bridge on the riparian resources of Arroyo Burro Creek.  
 
4.  SUMMARY 
 
The Alan Road Access Alternative would result in the following impacts as compared to the 
proposed project: 
 

 Short-term significant impacts on the operation of Cliff Drive/Las Positas Road intersection 
(until such time that the intersection improvements are completed). 

 
 Increased traffic, noise, and vehicular emissions on Alan Road which would reduce the 

quality of life for residents along Alan Road, an adverse, but not significant impact. 
 

 Avoidance of a significant impact on riparian resources along Arroyo Burro Creek because 
the bridge would not be constructed. 

 
The 1972 Resolution by City Council does not preclude this alternative, as the Resolution only 
addresses “through traffic.” In addition, the City Council may, at any time and after public hearings, 
modify or revoke prior Resolutions. 
 
 



 
2. Topical Response No. 2.  Environmental Impacts of the Proposed 

Bridge (with Figures 1-6) 
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TOPICAL RESPONSE NO. 2 
 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE  
ASSOCIATED WITH THE IMPACTS  

OF THE PROPOSED BRIDGE ON RIPARIAN RESOURCES 
 

Final Environmental Impact Report, Veronica Meadows Specific Plan 
City of Santa Barbara 

 
 
1.  INTRODUCTION 
 
Section 3.3.2.5 of the Draft EIR concluded that the bridge would have a significant impact (as 
defined under the CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15382 and 15064) due to the following factors: 
 

 The permanent displacement of native and non-native riparian habitat at the crossing to be 
replaced with barren ground under the bridge, or low growing native and naturalized plants  

 Loss of a large oak tree and sycamore tree 
 Possible effect on the movement of wildlife using the project site, particularly the riparian 

corridor, due to the gap in the vegetation, presence of concrete abutments that impinge into 
the creek channel, and road connections at each end of the bridge 

 
The Draft EIR concluded that the above impacts could not be fully mitigated, and that the impacts 
had greater magnitude than would normally be expected because the riparian corridor at the crossing 
is located adjacent to existing human disturbances which may degrade the riparian function, 
including noise and light from Las Positas Road (10 feet from top of bank) and human activities and 
pets at nearby condominiums.  
  
The applicant and many nearby residents presented comments questioning the basis for the 
conclusion in the Draft EIR that the presence of the proposed bridge across Arroyo Burro Creek 
would represent a significant impact to the environment.  The commenters presented the following 
arguments why the presence of the bridge should not be considered significant: 
 

1. The bridge has a 140-foot span across the creek, which is very large span for this size of 
bridge. 

2. The common wildlife that reside at the project site and in the Las Positas Valley are mostly 
small and highly mobile urban wildlife (birds, opossum, raccoon, reptiles, amphibians). 
Furthermore, the wide span would not provide an impediment for these species, as they 
could alter their travel path to avoid the abutments and roads, and pass under the span. 

3. Wildlife travel throughout the Las Positas Valley across and along roads, or yards. 
4. Vegetation can be established under the bridge, which could provide cover for wildlife. 

  
The EIR preparers have carefully considered the comments and conducted analyses to further 
characterize and clarify the impacts of the bridge on riparian resources. The impact of the bridge is 
still considered a significant impact to the environment, and no feasible mitigation measure (which 
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maintains the bridge) would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. The basis for the 
impact determination is provided below. 
 
A significant impact on the environment is defined in the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15382) as “a 
substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the 
area affected by the project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and 
objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” 
  
Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 (b), “ …the determination of whether a project may have a significant 
effect on the environment calls for careful judgment on the part of the public agency involved, based to the extent possible 
on scientific and factual data. An ironclad definition of significant effect is not always possible because the significance 
of an activity may vary with the setting. For example, an activity which may not be significant in an urban area may 
be significant in a rural area.”  In evaluating the significance of the environmental effect of a project, the Lead Agency 
shall consider direct physical changes in the environment which may be caused by the project and reasonably foreseeable 
indirect physical changes in the environment which may be caused by the project. (Section 15064 (d)).” 
  
The CEQA Guidelines encourage lead agencies to utilize thresholds for determining significant 
impacts. The thresholds can be derived from the CEQA Guidelines, or developed by the lead 
agency to reflect local environmental sensitivities and conditions. The Environmental Checklist in 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines contain the following significance thresholds that apply to the 
impacts of the bridge on riparian resources: 
 

 Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other special status natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?  

 Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites?  

 Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance?  

 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 (h)(1) also states that “When assessing whether a cumulative effect requires 
an EIR, the lead agency shall consider whether the cumulative impact is significant and whether the effects of the project 
are cumulatively considerable. …. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual 
project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and 
the effects of probable future projects.” 
 
2. CONCLUSION 
 
The EIR preparers have concluded that the proposed bridge, while designed to span the 100-year 
flood water surface elevation, would cause a significant impact on the environment which cannot be 
fully mitigated due to the reasons listed below. Alternatives that would avoid this impact (i.e., no 
bridge alternative) are described in the EIR, but have other significant impacts and/or may not be 
feasible for various economic, legal, social, or other considerations (to be determined by the City 
decision makers). The determination in the EIR that the bridge would have a significant impact does 
not, in and of itself, require that the City reject the bridge option. 
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CEQA and City policy allow a residential project to be approved with significant unavoidable 
impacts if the decision makers can make findings of overriding consideration that the benefits of the 
project outweigh the significant impacts.  
 
Reason No. 1.  Substantial Physical Effect on Riparian Habitat and Trees 
 
The proposed bridge would have a 140-foot long deck that would span most of the creek channel. 
However, the bridge also includes concrete abutments at both ends, and an 11-foot long approach at 
the eastern end where the bridge connects to Las Positas Road. In addition, the western end of the 
bridge would connect directly to the main access road to the proposed development. The total 
length of the bridge, abutments, and eastern approach is 219 feet. The deck of the bridge would be 
31.7-feet wide. The abutments would be 34 feet wide at the eastern end and 40 feet wide at the 
western end. The bridge dimensions are shown on attached Figure 1. 
 
The total area occupied by the bridge is summarized below: 
 

Bridge Element Dimensions (Feet) Area (square feet) 
Eastern abutment and 
approach 

45 x 34 wide 1,530 

Bridge deck 140 x 31.7 wide 4,438 
Western abutment 34 x 40 wide 1,360 
Total=  7,328 

 
The riparian habitats that would be permanently displaced by the proposed bridge include oak 
woodland, willow woodland/scrub , and giant reed thickets (attached Figure 2). The bridge would 
preclude the development of the same, or similar, riparian vegetation under the bridge. There is no 
evidence or examples of riparian woodland or thickets developing under the shadow of local 
bridges, as asserted in one of the comments. In fact, observations of similar bridges in the region 
indicate that only a low ground cover becomes established. In addition, many of the bridges are 
highly disturbed by human activities and dumping.  
 
The loss of riparian habitat at the bridge site is considered a substantial physical impact because it 
would permanently preclude the re-establishment of woody riparian habitat which has always been 
present along the creek at the project site. The loss of riparian habitat would also create a new gap in 
the riparian corridor along lower Arroyo Burro Creek where there are only three existing crossings. 
The nearest crossings are located south of the project site at Cliff Drive, and north of the project site 
at Torino Drive and Camino de Los Amigos. 
 
The impact on habitat at the bridge site also includes the loss of a 30-inch diameter coast live oak 
tree (over 30 feet tall), a 40-foot high sycamore tree, and a large 35-foot high willow clump (attached 
Figure 3). These large trees provide habitat for various resident and migratory birds, shelter and 
structure for birds to forage and rest, substrate for insects, and shade for the creek corridor. Their 
loss contributes to the determination that the habitat impact is considered substantial. 
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Reason No. 2.  Substantial Physical Effect on the Creek Channel  
 
A cross section of the proposed bridge is presented on attached Figure 1. The bridge would result in 
a substantial physical effect on the creek channel dimensions and cross sectional area as follows. 
The eastern approach and abutment would extend 45 feet into the creek channel, including 34 feet 
beyond the existing top of bank (Figure 1). As such, the abutment would be placed within the creek 
channel, effectively reducing the cross section of the creek channel that is currently occupied by 
riparian habitat. 
 
The 140-foot long bridge deck would be located at varying heights above the creek channel based 
on the current channel dimensions. The deck would be 18 inches above ground level at the western 
abutment, and about 7 feet above the creek channel at the eastern abutment. The bridge deck would 
be about 18 feet above the creek invert. Although the bridge span would be 140 feet long, the 
vertical space under the bridge would be limited.  As shown on attached Figure 1, the western 
portion of the bridge would have a clearance of 6 feet or less for a distance of 55 feet. For the 
remainder of the bridge, the vertical clearance would be 7 to 18 feet, for a distance of 85 feet. 
Hence, the functional span of the bridge, when considering habitat impacts, would only be 85 feet, 
not 140 feet.  
 
The horizontal and vertical constrictions created by the bridge, when compared to the unconstrained 
creek channel and riparian corridor, are considered substantial. 
 
Reason No. 3.  Effect on Wildlife Movement and Interaction 
 
In general, wildlife movement along riparian corridors, such as that along Arroyo Burro Creek at the 
project site, is generally greater than along open grassy or scrub areas. Riparian corridors offer 
several features that provide favorable conditions for daily and seasonal movements by amphibians, 
reptiles, birds, and mammals: 
 

 Continuous and dense vegetative cover from trees and shrubs that protect small wildlife 
from predation by raptors and larger mammals 

 Leaf litter, detritus, moist soils, organic matter, and woody debris from decaying plants that 
provide avenues of travel for highly vulnerable wildlife, such as amphibians, rodents, and 
reptiles 

 Multiple layers of vegetation (ground cover, shrubs, and trees) that provide structure for 
birds to travel, to interact with other birds during the establishment of territories, to forage, 
and to protect nest sites.  

 
The presence of a gap in the riparian corridor can adversely affect wildlife movement and interaction 
in a riparian corridor. The magnitude of the impact varies with site conditions, particularly the width 
of the riparian corridor, the adjacent land uses, and the creek channel geometry.   
 
There are three major wildlife movement corridors at the project site, as shown on Figure 4. For 
many species, the main creek corridor with the dense riparian vegetation is the primary route to 
move north-south through the site. Other species may utilize the perimeter of the riparian corridor 
where there is a greater abundance of oak trees and shrubs. Finally, wildlife move from the adjacent 
uplands to the creek corridor throughout the site.  
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Development of the site and the construction of the bridge would substantially alter the above 
movement corridors. The upland-riparian corridor would be removed by land development. The 
movement corridor along the perimeter of the riparian habitat would be modified substantially by 
the proposed buffer zone and pedestrian path, and the site perimeter road.  
 
The primary movement corridor along the creek would remain intact, except for the gap created by 
the bridge. The horizontal and vertical constraints of the bridge (see above) and the gap in the 
riparian vegetation would alter the movement patterns of wildlife. For many common wildlife, such 
as raccoons, woodrats, and skunks, the presence of the bridge would not be a substantial barrier. 
However, for the wildlife population in the lower Las Positas Valley, the constraints created by the 
bridge could adversely affect wildlife interaction and movement in the riparian zone.  The bridge 
would force all wildlife to pass under the bridge. No alternative route is available on the east end of 
the bridge which would have concrete abutment encroaching into the creek channel, and is also 
located adjacent to Las Positas Road. Wildlife that pass around the west end of the bridge would 
need to cross the main site road and the yard associated with Lot 12.  
 
It should be noted that the impact of the bridge on wildlife movement is based on a long-term, 
landscape viewpoint. Common wildlife such as raccoons will undoubtedly travel through the project 
site regardless of the bridge because they are highly adaptable and resourceful. However, the 
proposed bridge, when coupled with the land development, would substantially modify the 
opportunities for wildlife to interact and travel through the project site in a north-south manner. 
The magnitude of this effect is demonstrated in Figure 6. The creek and adjacent floodplain at the 
bridge site are about 430 feet in length. The proposed bridge would modify 219 feet of this distance, 
and the remainder would be developed. This modification to the landscape and existing habitats at 
the bridge location is considered substantial, and sufficient to adversely affect wildlife over time.  
 
Reason No. 4.  Potential Inconsistency with Local Policies 
 
The substantial effect of the proposed bridge on Arroyo Burro Creek and the associated riparian 
corridor (as described above) may also represent potential inconsistencies with policies from the 
Coastal Act and the City’s Local Coastal Plan (LCP). The bridge is located outside the Coastal Zone; 
only the southern third of the project site is located in the Coastal Zone. However, the City must 
issue a Coastal Development Permit and process an LCP Amendment for those areas of the Specific 
Plan in the Coastal Zone. The Specific Plan represents an integrated land development, and as such, 
the City and the Coastal Commission would consider Coastal Act and LCP policies when 
considering the entire project. As noted below, the proposed bridge may potentially be inconsistent 
with several Coastal Act and LCP policies.  
 

Coastal Act Policy 30231.  The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, 
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms and for the 
protection of human health shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among other means, 
minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion 
of ground water supplies and substantial interference with surface waterflow, encouraging waste water 
reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing 
alteration of natural streams. 
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The proposed bridge may be inconsistent with the final element of this policy (…minimizing alteration 
of natural streams.).  
 

Coastal Act Policy 30240.  (a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any 
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be allowed within 
those areas. (b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and 
recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those areas, 
and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas. 

 
Arroyo Burro Creek represents an environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA). The proposed 
bridge may be inconsistent with this policy due to the substantial impact to the creek channel and 
riparian corridor at the bridge site.  
 

City Local Coastal Plan Policy 6.8. The riparian resources, biological productivity, and water quality of 
the City's coastal zone creeks shall be maintained, preserved, enhanced, and, where feasible, restored. 

 
The proposed bridge may be inconsistent with this policy due to the substantial impact to the 
riparian resources of Arroyo Burro Creek at the bridge site.  
  

Policy 6.11-A. New highway bridges or other highway improvements should be designed to provide clear spans 
of the stream or creek and to avoid the use of pilings within the stream or creek corridor. Culverting of the creek 
channel shall not be permitted. 

 
The proposed bridge may be inconsistent with this policy due to the use of concrete abutments, one 
of which would occur in the creek channel, below the top of bank.  The proposed bridge would not 
fully span the creek channel. 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 
3. Topical Response No. 3.  Grading on 30 Percent Slopes (with 

Figures 1 and 2) 



 

Veronica Meadows Final EIR Appendix F  Topical Response to Grading Comments 1

TOPICAL RESPONSE NO. 3 
 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS REGARDING GRADING ON 30 PERCENT SLOPES 
 

Final Environmental Impact Report, Veronica Meadows Specific Plan 
City of Santa Barbara 

 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The following major comments were submitted concerning grading issues addressed in the EIR: (1) 
the relatively high amount of grading should be considered an adverse impact; (2) the impact of the 
proposed grading on slopes of 30 percent or more should be considered significant; (3) grading on 
slopes of 30 percent or more is inconsistent with the City’s General Plan and should be prohibited; 
(4) the EIR should include an alternative that avoids grading on slopes of 30 percent or more and 
has substantially less grading quantities; and (5) it appears that several structures may be located on 
slopes of 30 percent or more. A response to each comment is provided below. 
 
2. BACKGROUND 
 
As described in Section 2.3.9 of the EIR, the project has been designed for a balanced cut and fill 
grading operation. The applicant has estimated that grading of the project site for roads and building 
pads would require 13,459 cubic yards of cut and 10,390 cubic yards of fill. Although site 
development is expected to result in a balanced cut and fill operation, there is a potential need to 
import up to 16,000 cubic yards of fill depending upon soil shrinkage and compaction.  
 
Portions of the hills on the project site contain slopes of 30 percent or more, as shown on attached 
Figure 1.  
 
Several landslides occur on the hills above Lots 1-7, 12, 19, 20, and 21 (see Figure 1). These 
landslides would be stabilized in order to develop the residences below them. The stabilization 
would involve the placement of concrete caissons at the toe of the landslide, as shown on attached 
Figure 2. The caissons would stabilize the landslide from below, making it unnecessary to grade the 
face of the landslide. Once the caissons are in place, an extensive cut and fill operation would occur 
below certain landslides (Lots 5, 6, 7, 12, and 21) to create a buttress fill (see yellow fill areas on 
Figure 2). Building pads for the lots would be placed on the tops of the buttress fill areas. The 
establishment of the buttress fills would require the excavation and recompaction of up to 61,500 
cubic yards, using materials located below the landslides, but not from the hillsides.  
 
3. RESPONSES 
 
Response to Comment No. 1 – The Amount of Grading Should be Considered Significant 
 
Grading, in and of itself, is not considered an adverse geologic impact. In addition, the amount of 
grading does not automatically indicate that a significant geologic impact would occur.  The 
evaluation of whether grading would create a significant geologic hazard is based on an analysis of 
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the indirect impacts of the grading, which includes a consideration of more than simply the quantity 
of the earthwork.   
 
Based on the analyses in the EIR, the proposed grading is not expected to result in the following 
adverse geologic impacts. The reasons that significant geological hazards would not be created by 
the proposed project are described below for each impact. 
 

 Impact: Differential settlement due to poor compaction during grading. The proposed 
project would not result in significant post-grading settlement due to poor compaction 
because grading of the site for the roads, building pads, and buttress fills would be 
performed in accordance with a City grading permit, recommendations of a licensed 
geotechnical engineer, and applicable industry standards and practices. Hence, poor 
compaction would not occur. The City would inspect the grading to ensure compliance with 
grading permits and industry standards.  

 
 Impact: Creation of unstable slopes. The proposed project would not result in unstable 

slopes because the proposed grading is not designed to create new fill slopes. Furthermore, 
the grading would be performed in accordance with a City grading permit, recommendations 
of a licensed geotechnical engineer, and applicable industry standards and practices. The City 
would inspect the grading to ensure compliance with grading permits and industry standards.  

 
 Impact: Post-grading erosion. The proposed grading has the potential for erosion from 

rainfall and runoff that could result in sedimentation of Arroyo Burro Creek. This impact is 
discussed in Section 3.1.2 as a water quality effect, not a geologic hazard or impact. This 
impact can be mitigated to less than significant levels as described in Section 3.1.2. 

 
Response to Comment No. 2 – Grading on Slopes of 30 % Should be Considered Significant 
 
As shown on attached Figure 1, there are five discrete areas on the hills at the project site that 
contain slopes of 30 percent or more. A small portion of these steep areas would be graded as part 
of the landslide stabilization.  Figure 2 shows these areas, which are located at the toe of landslides 
that encroach into certain lots. Once caissons are installed at the bottom of the landslide, steep 
slopes below the caissons would be excavated and backfilled as part of the buttress fill treatment.  
 
The grading of the 30 percent slopes at the project site is not considered a significant geologic 
impact for the following reasons: 
 

1. The grading would not create new or unstable fill slopes because the grading would be 
performed in accordance with a City grading permit, recommendations of a licensed 
geotechnical engineer, and applicable industry standards and practices. 

 
2. The grading would not create new or unstable fill slopes because the original slope would be 

re-established after excavating and backfilling the buttress fill; hence, the original 
topographic contours would be re-established.  
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3. The amount of grading on 30 percent slopes would be relatively minor compared to the 
overall extent of such steep slopes on the site. In addition, the length of the grading on the 
30 percent slopes below the caissons would be 50 feet or less.   

 
The proposed grading on 30 percent slopes would not result in other adverse impacts unrelated to 
geologic hazards, such as visual impacts as suggested in one comment. The proposed grading would 
occur at the base of the hills at the project site and behind residences. The original contours would 
be re-established, and the affected areas would be restored with native scrub plants outside the 
yards.  No long term visual scar would be created. In addition, the affected areas would not be 
visible to the general public traveling along Las Positas Road because of the following factors: 
 

 The intervening vegetation along the creek would screen views. 
 There is only a fleeting opportunity to view these hillsides from cars when traveling along 

Las Positas Road. 
 Any visual change of the graded area  would be subordinate to the visual change due to the 

proposed landscaping and residences at the project site. 
  
Response to Comment No. 3. Grading on Slopes of 30 % is Inconsistent with the General 
Plan  
 
The following goal, policy, and strategy from the City’s Conservation Element apply to the 
consideration of grading on slopes of 30 percent or more: 
 

Goal: Prevent the scarring of hillsides by inappropriate development. 
 
Policy 2.0: Development on hillsides shall not significantly modify the natural topography and vegetation. 
 
Implementation Strategy 2.1:  Development which necessitates grading on hillsides with slopes greater 
than 30 percent should not be permitted.   

 
The potential consistency of the proposed grading with each item is presented below. 
 
 Goal: Prevent the scarring of hillsides by inappropriate development. The proposed roads and 

building pads associated with the proposed project would be located below the steep hillsides. 
Landslides would be stabilized by earthwork at the base of the slopes.  The number of locations, 
areas, and length of grading on slopes of 30 percent or more is very limited (see Figure 2). 
Finally, the graded slopes would be returned to original contours and revegetated with native 
shrubs. Hence, no long term, extensive, or highly visible scarring would occur on the hillsides. 
Hence, the proposed project is potentially consistent with this goal. 

 
 Policy 2.0: Development on hillsides shall not significantly modify the natural topography and 

vegetation.  As noted above, the finished graded slopes would be returned to original contours 
and revegetated with native shrubs. Hence, the proposed project is potentially consistent with 
this policy. 

 
 Implementation Strategy 2.1:  Development which necessitates grading on hillsides with slopes 

greater than 30 percent should not be permitted.  The development of Lots 5, 6, 7, 12, and 21 



 
4. List of Wildlife Species Observed at the Project Site 



















 
5. Historic Photographs of the Project Site 



 
6. Resolution 7528. A Resolution of the Council of the City of Santa 

Barbara, California, Indefinitely closing Alan Road to Through 
Traffic, May 23, 1972 







 
7. Specific Plan Maps from Penfield & Smith (June 2003): Tentative 

Map (Preliminary Grading and Drainage Plan), Sheet 4 of 9; 
Development Plan, Sheet 5 of 9; and Real Property Issues, Sheet 6 

of 9 



 
8. Figure 1 – Proposed General Plan Designations. Figure 2 – 

Proposed Zoning. 



Figure 1. Proposed General Plan Designations
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Figure 2. Proposed Zoning
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9. Fire Hazard Zones at the Project Site 



Fire Hazard Zones 1 and 4 at the Project Site
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10. Traffic Study Addendum by Associated Transportation 

Engineers – Alan Road Access Alternative, December 6, 2004 











 
11. Sources of Traffic for the Cumulative Traffic Impact Analysis 

in the EIR by Associated Transportation Engineers. October 25, 
2004. 

 






























